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Abstract 
The most recent snapshot of European Union’s innovation landscape, i.e. the Innovation Union Scoreboard 2013 report, sets out 
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between the excellent results in terms of innovation commercialization and Romania’sconstant position of modest innovator, 
with aggregated results well below the EU average. In this context, we analyze the aforementioned results, relative to the 
innovation landscape at national level, researching the operational and statistic premises thereof, as well as those related to 
specific policies in place, in an attempt to identify the explanation of such performances, while also testing their sustainability in 
the wider context of the innovation sector.  
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1. Introduction 
The European Union has prepared a new strategy for economic growth, the Europe 2020 Strategy, with the aim of 
transforming the EU into a sustainable, intelligent and inclusion friendly economy, able to generate jobs, economic 
productivity and social cohesion. One of the main pillars of this strategy is the necessity to improve the research and 
innovation framework, so as that knowledge be transformed into products and services which, in their turn, generate 
economic growth and new jobs. The strategy is a key element of the industrial policy placing innovation at its very 
core, in a Union where the high quality of life and a sustainable industrial base are the main targets. Given that 
industry seems to be the central piece of the economic growth strategy for Europe 2020, intellectual property plays a 
very important part, especially patents, without neglecting, of course, other related components. Therefore, EU’s 
main initiative, as an innovation union, is that of improving the commercial capitalization of intellectual property 
rights, patents in particular (European Commission, 2012). 
The emergence and development of the knowledge economy brings significant changes to the economic 
landscape. One such change is the emergence of a market for intellectual property and, in particular, a market for 
patents. The development of this market is being supported by new intellectual property strategies at corporate level. 
Like any other market, this one has its own engines of growth, its requirements and specific implications. Despite its 
early organization phase, this market borrows many features of the derivatives market and has the potential to 
change the competitive dynamics of firms (Monk, 2009). The competitive landscape associated with the knowledge 
economy is in a process of continuous evolution and transformation, aiming towards maturity (Evans and Wurster, 
1997; Gertler, 2003; Reitzig, 2004). The emergence of a market for intellectual property, where patents, separated 
from their creator/owner, become assets ready to be capitalized upon, represents a new feature of this evolutionary 
process. The attention of those who have studied the evolution of this new type of market has focused mainly on 
patent market (Teece, 1986, Arora and Gambardella, 2010), which are in fact the quintessence of intellectual output 
codification; this trend was also based on their predominant role in comparison with other assets such as trademarks 
or designs within the global technological and economic development. 
Nevertheless, the increasing scale of knowledge exploitation is a consequence of market trends - a practice 
initiated by a number of major companies, rather than a movement initiated by academic research. These companies 
achieve billions of dollars annual revenues from the commercialization of intellectual output, especially through 
licensing, and have been profiting under this model for decades (Harrison and Sullivan, 2011; Rivette and Kline 
2000). However, the scientific interest on the exploitation of knowledge is a more recent trend in economic research 
(Granstrand 2004, Koruna 2004).  
In the following we will try to assess Romania’s position in the general European research and innovation 
landscape, with the aim of spotting those aspects related to commercialization/capitalization of/on intellectual 
output, within the limits permitted by the data available in this area. We shall use in this context the resources 
provided by EU bodies (e.g. European Commission, Eurostat, the Office for Harmonization in the Internal Market), 
international organizations (UN, OECD, IMF, EPO), but also local sources, such as the State Office For Inventions 
and Trademarks (OSIM). 
2.  Innovation performances at EU level, Romania’s position and its relevance with respect to knowledge 
commercialization  
In an approach to measure the innovation level in the 27 Member States, the European Commission, through 
Eurostat, uses a certain specific indicators, some of which will be subject to further review. Among these indicators 
we mention:   
• research & development expenditures in the public sector - it refers to all spending in Government and 
university education sectors and is one of the major growth engines in a knowledge-based economy. The trends 
provided by this indicator send important signals about EU's competitiveness;   
• research& development expenditures in the private sector (at corporate level) - this indicator captures the 
creation of new ideas/knowledge at company level and is of significant importance, especially in science-based 
sectors (pharmaceutical, electronics, etc.), where most of the knowledge is created within and around research & 
development centers/laboratories;   
• license and patent revenues from abroad – is represents the export of technology trade and includes four main 
categories: (i) transfer techniques (through patents and licenses, transfer of know- how), (ii) the transfer (sale, 
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licensing, franchising) of designs, trademarks, (iii) technical services, including engineering studies and technical 
assistance, (iv) research and industrial development. 
The latest snapshot of the EU innovation landscape is provided by the Innovation Union Scoreboard 2013 report 
(European Commission, 2013), which brings to the fore a comparative analysis of innovation performance at EU - 
27 level, as well as the strengths and weaknesses of the related research and innovation systems. The European 
Commission’s analysis shows an innovation average annual increase of 1.6%, based on an analysis corresponding to 
years 2008-2012, having as growth engines countries such as Sweden, Germany, Denmark and Finland, considered 
to be the European innovation leaders. Romania and Bulgaria are bottom of the league, being surpassed by Latvia, 
which ranked last in 2012.  
In addition, another relevant aspect emerges with respect to the innovation leaders, namely, that their business 
sectors show high values of the research & development expenditures in the private sector indicator as well as the 
number of patent applications. It can thus be drawn, at least based on the Eurostat data, a direct link between the 
investment effort in the research and development area at corporate level and the creation of intellectual output, 
reflected through patents applications. 
In the above context, Eurostat presents in its report Science, technology and innovation in Europe (Eurostat, 
2013) another indicator, namely, research and development intensity, representing specific total expenditures as a 
percentage of GDP. One of the five main objectives of the Europe 2020 strategy is to achieve an R&D intensity of 
3% at EU level. In 2011, atl EU-27 lev, this indicator was at 2.03 % and, although it is an improvement compared to 
2010 (2.01 %), the value was lower compared to countries such as Japan (3.36 % in 2009), South Korea (4% in 
2010) and the U.S. (2.87 % in 2009). Among Member States, Finland (3.78 %), Sweden (3.37 %) and Denmark 
(3.09 %) have already individually achieved the target of 3% set for 2020 and Germany (2.87 %) is above the 
Union’s average. One can easily notice that the countries with the highest R&D intensity are the innovation leaders 
presented under the Innovation Union Scoreboard 2013 report, which strengthens again the direct positive link 
between investment in research & development and innovative results. 
What further emerges from the analysis of the European Commission’s reports referred to above, as a very 
important element and at the same time relevant to the subject of this paper, is that at, EU level, the marketing of 
intellectual property assets recorded the second highest growth of all the 25 indicators used (European 
Commission, 2013). The license and patent revenue from abroad indicator recorded a growth rate of 6.1%. This 
reality demonstrates, in statistical terms, the scale and role that intangible asset commercialization plays within the 
European economic landscape. In this specific context, Romania's position, a modest one through the specific results 
regarding the research & development expenditure and innovation intensity, is still a surprising one. According to 
the Innovation Union Scoreboard’s same data from 2013, with regards to the indicator with the second highest 
growth in the EU (i.e., license and patent revenues from abroadas a percentage of GDP), Romania has the highest 
growth of all the EU-27 countries, namely 23.4%, the average at EU level being 6.1 %, as already mentioned. The 
importance of this indicator for the subject addressed in this paper is that it captures the export part of international 
technology transactions, directly related to royalties and other revenues from licensing activities, a substantial part 
of the marketing of intellectual output. This trend is supported by previous data related to innovation performance in 
2011, using reference data from 2010 (European Commission, 2011). Thus, Romania recorded at that moment a 
growth rate of 21.5 % with regards to licenses and patent revenues from abroad, the highest in the European Union, 
where the average was around 3 %. 
Thus, at first glance, one can notice a positive trend in Romania’s positioning with respect to the marketing of 
innovative intellectual output. In this sense, one might question whether these results are the expression of a 
reinvigorated innovation environment in our country. To answer this question, the above results need to be 
interpreted with a certain reserve and analyzed in a broader context, i.e. the national innovation landscape, sketched 
through specific indicators made available by expert reports. For a more objective interpretation it is necessary, first 
of all, to perform a brief analysis of the conditions and assumptions under which the research, development and 
innovation activates are carried out in Romania. 
From the outset, given the relevant data published in 2013, we can notice a discrepancy between the results in 
recent years regarding commercialization of innovation and the constant modest position of Romania, with 
aggregated results well below the EU average. Thus, for example, with regard to the 2013 research & development 
expenditures in the public sector indicator, Romania recorded a flat growth compared to the previous year, whereas 
the same expenditures, but in the private sector, recorded a decline of - 6.2%. Also, significant decreases were 
registered in relation to patent applications relating to the PCT system and innovation sales (- 2.0 % and - 6.3% 
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respectively). Meanwhile, the intensity of research & development in 2011, representing the relevant expenditure as 
a percentage of GDP, was 0.48 %, the lowest level in the European Union, where the average was 2.03%. In 
addition, our country has the lowest number of employees active in the research & development sector at EU level, 
while the outflow of Romanian researchers to other states continues; it is estimated that about 15,000 Romanian 
scientists currently work abroad (European Commission (2), 2013). Also, in terms of EU regions, Romania’s North-
East region has one of the lowest levels of active employement in high-tech sectors in the entire European Union. In 
the context described above, Romania’s latest progress concerning the indicator discussed above (i.e. license and 
patent revenues from abroad) is somewhat surprising, as it is not in line with the current "trends" or with an existing 
economic and institutional environment which does not seem to support the development of this sector (Figure 1). 
 
 
 
Fig. 1. Innovation growth indicators at EU and Romania level in 2013 
Source: Graphic representation based on the data provided by the Innovation Union Scoreboard, 2013. 
 
We shall further research the operational prerequisites, as well as those at policy level, in order to consider an 
explanation of the above results and to analyze the degree of sustainability thereof in the broader context of the 
innovation sector. 
2.1 License and patent revenues from abroad 
With regard to licenses and patents, the related revenues require, at least theoretically, the existence of a "stock" 
of intellectual property assets, which in turn would entail creative activities for developing such assets as well as 
registration of the afferent rights. The indicator under analysis is composed of several elements, of which the most 
relevant in terms of innovative load, but also in terms of statistical identification facilities, are patents. EU statistical 
reports describe the patenting activity in Romania as being extremely low, one that doesn’t show a statistically 
significant technological specialization (European Commission (2), 2013). After analyzing the statistical data 
published by OSIM (see Table 1 below), one can generally note a decrease in both the number of protection titles 
granted at national level as well as the number of patent applications (similar to the existing situation regarding the 
international PCT patent applications system, as mentioned above). 
Table 1. The number of patent applications and patents granted by OSIM, 2008 – 2012  
OSIM Patents 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 
Patent applications 1031 1091 1418 1463 1077 
Patents granted 751 688 461 462 389 
Source: OSIM Annual Report, 2012 
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The situation is somewhat encouraging when reviewing the statistical data provided by the European Patent 
Office (EPO), the body that manages the European Patent (although not an EU institution, EPO plays an important 
role in the innovation and knowledge transfer areas at European level). Thus, we note an increase starting with year 
2011 regarding Romanian applications with the EPO for the grant of European Patents (Table 2). 
Table 2. The number of patent applications and patents granted by EPO, 2008 – 2012  
EPO Patents 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 
Patent applications 18 16 14 20 35 
Patents granted* 7 4 3 2 3 
Source: European Patent Office 
 
*The data regarding patents granted in a given year should not be automatically interpreted in conjunction with the 
data regarding patent applications in the same year, as the assessment and analysis of an application (and patent 
granting) may extend beyond the year when the respective application is being submitted. 
 
There is also another aspect to be mentioned here which raises, to some extent, a question mark on the role the 
national research & development system plays in relation to supporting the sustainable performance in the field of 
inventions and patents. Thus, according to Eurostat’s Science, Technology and Innovation in Europe report 
(Eurostat, 2013) Romania ranks first when it comes to foreign ownership of domestic inventions in patent 
applications at the EPO. The leading position is also presented in the 2012 report (Eurostat, 2012). 
In search of new technological skills, better adaptation to local and regional markets, as well as lower costs for 
research and development, companies move their research activities overseas. The internationalization of research is 
an important instrument of innovative firms and of competitive states. Patents provide two complementary 
indicators of research internationalization: (i) the first is the part of patents requested by a state in relation to 
inventions created in another state (ownership of inventions made abroad) and (ii) the second is the part of 
inventions created in a particular state and patented by a foreign state (i.e. foreign company). 
Foreign ownership of domestic inventions is an indicator used to measure globalization and technological 
activities and it reflects the extent to which foreign firms control/own domestic inventions. The indicator is 
calculated as a percentage of all domestic inventions owned by foreign companies. In most cases it is about 
multinational companies whose subsidiaries undertake research in other countries. For a country to become/remain 
competitive, it must acquire new sources of knowledge that may lead to development of new products or improve 
existing ones, as well as increase productivity. Thus, it becomes vitally important for the state to be able to attract 
research activities of both foreign and local companies. Theoretically, a high degree of domestic inventions foreign 
ownership can be an indicator of the attractiveness of a particular country for foreign companies to locate their 
research activities (OECD, 2005). 
Coming back to the specific case of Romania and considering the context of the modest innovation performances 
discussed above, we believe that the foreign ownership in relation to European Patent applications is far from 
proving the attractiveness of the local economic and institutional system relevant to the research & development 
sector. We believe, instead, that the Eurostat results are based on two realities, namely: a) the relatively high costs 
involved by the procedure of requesting and obtaining a Euroepan Patent, doubled by the rather limited financial 
possibilities of Romanian firms/inventors to bear the relevant costs and b) the strong financial capacity of foreign 
companies to support the costs for obtaining invention protection in Europe. In addition, the results of this indicator 
also show a high concentration of innovative activities at the level of foreign-owned Romanian enterprises, 
compared to other EU countries. 
Not having performed specific research on the identity of the entitities that have filed European Patent 
applications for Romanian inventions, we cannot decide, at this time, whether or to what extent we are dealing with 
prior marketing activities concerning intellectual output towards foreign firms (which subsequenlty applied to obtain 
European Patents) or if those applications were filed by Romanian subsidiaries of multinational companies from 
other states. However, the second scenario seems to be the most plausible in a context where the national economy is 
385 Victor Iancu /  Procedia Economics and Finance  8 ( 2014 )  380 – 387 
characterized by a very low demand for technological knowledge and an under-developed innovation culture, fact 
also acknowledged in the country profile prepared in 2013 by the European Commission, Directorate General for 
Research and Innovation (European Commission (2), 2013). 
Returning to the license and patent revenues from abroad, in order to further check/investigate the assumptions of 
the results published by the European Commission in relation to this indicator, we attempted to identify patent 
transactions (transfers or licenses) performed in Romania during the past three years (from 2011 to June 2013). For 
this purpose we used data monthly published in OSIM’s Intellectual Property Official Bulletins (IPOB). According 
to art.45, para. 1 of Law 64/1991 on patents, "the right to a patent, the right to the patent award and the rights 
offered by the patent may be transferred in whole or in part". According to paragraph 3 of the same article 
"thetransfer takes effect in relation to third parties only from the publication date in the Intellectual Property 
Official Bulletinsof the relevant claim filed with OSIM with respect to the respective transfer". Given the above 
provisions of Law 64/1991, we assume that patent transactions during the said period were published in IPOB. After 
analyzing the relevant IPOB records, it appears that between January 2011 and June 2013 a single patent 
assignment/transfer and 12 licenses have been registered. Based on these figures, it is clear beyond doubt that the 
number of patent transactions (both the number of assignments/transfers and licenses) is low, especially if we 
compare this to the number of patents granted during 2009-2012. Therefore, if we consider the data provided by the 
IPOB, we argue that they could not endorse, functionally and operationally, the results provided by Innovation 
Union Scoreboard 2013. If we refer, for example, to year 2011 (the base year for Eurostat’s calculations of the 
indicator in question) we observe that there has been no transfer (assignment) of a patent, only four licenses being 
recorded.  
This conclusion must, however, be circumstantiated by further clarifications. As mentioned above, Law 64/1991 
provides the obligation of patent transfer publication as a condition for enforceability against third parties. 
Consequently, from a legal perspective, the publication does not have a constitutive role, the transfer still being valid 
between the parties in the absence of publication in IPOB. The role of this formality is to provide additional 
transaction protection, so once published the transfer of certain rights regarding the patent, any person, third party in 
relation to the transaction, could not ignore or pretend being unaware of it and any other commercial document 
which would cover the same right will be considered invalid; the parties that operated and published the transaction 
can validly oppose any other party the related rights arising from such transaction (by extending this to an example 
in the area of real property rights, the situation is similar to the case of a property transfer (e.g. land), where the sale 
must be recorded in the Land Registry, just for the transaction to be enforceable against third parties). 
The above aspects have a direct impact on the economic and legal incentive to operate the publication of the 
transfer in IPOB. Normally, a diligent trader will always follow this procedure, for the considerations already 
discussed. However, in practice, there are situations where the legal benefits entailed by the publication may not be 
very relevant. It is, for example, the case of a transfer of rights between entities within the same group of companies, 
where both buyer and seller are basically guided by convergent commercial interests, the possibility of transaction 
conflicts being limited. 
Consequently, in light of the above, the results concerning the publication of patent transactions in IPOB during 
2011-2013 do not necessarily illustrate a complete and comprehensive situation. Thus, it is possible that certain 
transactions, particularly intra-group, were not published for the aforementioned reasons.  
It is at this point that we return to the results of the license and patent revenues from abroad indicator which, in 
the case of Romania, had the highest growth in the European Union. In an attempt to analyze the economic 
fundamentals concerning patents underlying this performance, as presented so far, we can summarize the following: 
 • the research, development and innovation system in Romania is under-financed, innovation performance is 
modest, well below the EU average, patenting activity is low, the demand of technological knowledge is reduced and 
Romania is not recognized as an exporter of technology; 
 • the relevant documenting of patent trading (assignments/transfers and licenses), using IPOB records, does not 
support the idea of a high transfer flow of patent intellectual property rights (with the relevant limitations relating to 
IPOB publication exceptions). 
 In the absence of specific data indicating the exact identity of the relevant transactions and linking the above 
conclusions to the ones regarding foreign ownership of domestic inventions, we can reasonably conclude, although 
speculatively within the limitations mentioned above, that patents transactions relevant to the indicator under 
discussion occurred mainly at the intra-group level, i.e. transfers from Romanian subsidiaries to foreign entities 
which control the former. 
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Conclusions 
In the context of a globalized knowledge economy based increasingly more on engaging intellectual resources 
within business processes, companies need to cultivate the ability to use resources from intellectual property for the 
purpose of competitive positioning in the market in relation to the relevant competitors. The latest statistical results 
related to the European Union’s innovation landscape (i.e. Innovation Union Scoreboard 2013) presents a series of 
indicators relevant to the marketing of intellectual output, such as licenses and patent revenues from abroad. In this 
context, the growth registered by Romania with regard to the indicator mentioned above is the highest in the EU and, 
in this context, we analyzed the economic and institutional preconditions related to such performance, with the intent 
of testing its sustainability. 
After analyzing the status of patent commercialization at national level, the growth presented by the European 
Commission seems to be purely conjectural, not being supported by local factual evidence. Patenting activity itself at 
national level appears to be declining and, compared to the EU average, these results cannot support the idea of a 
competitive position on the European market. We add here another aspect: despite the export part of licenses and 
royalties international transactions which recorded the aforementioned increase, the figures provided by relevant 
reports of the International Monetary Fund (International Monetary Fund, Balance of Payments Statistics Yearbook 
and data files) show an overall negative balance in the last few years, including the reference year considered by 
Eurostat. Thus, in 2011, the level of intellectual property proceeds for Romania was at USD 247 million, while 
payments amounted to USD 483 million; these figures represent the relevant fees for the use of intellectual property 
and are payments and receipts between residents and non-residents for the authorized use of intellectual property 
rights - such as patents, trademarks and designs, and so on - as well as use through licensing agreements. 
Overall, the Eurostat indicators rank Romania as a modest innovator, with an underfunded research & innovation 
system, constantly positioned on the last places with regard to many of the coordinates that analyze the state and the 
development of the system. Thus, albeit it excels with regard to some innovation indicators (with the reservations 
already mentioned with regards to patents), we consider that this aspect is of marginal relevance to the innovation 
system in Romania in the context presented. We offer a comparison, i.e. the example of Ireland, which, although not 
an innovation leader at EU level and also recording significant growth in terms of revenues generated by patents and 
licenses from abroad (18.6 %) it presents overall results above the EU average, a performance backed by excellent 
results on a wide range of innovation indicators (e.g. public and private investment in research & innovation, 
employment in the research sector, exports of knowledge-based services, etc.). Thus, based on constant and 
consistent results in terms of their distribution along the relevant innovation coordinates, Ireland is considered to 
enjoy sustainable growth. 
The features and shortcomings of the Romanian research & innovation system have been widely discussed in the 
literature, which is why we will not develop this subject. Instead, we note that the main challenge that Romania still 
has to face is a low level of competitiveness, which has a direct impact on research & innovation. Although there are 
some positive results in the production of high technology, the Romanian economy is still characterized by the 
prevalence of low and medium technology sectors. The economic impact index of innovation is lower than the EU 
average, but higher than the reference country group which includes states with similar economic profiles (e.g. 
Bulgaria, Poland, Hungary). This highlights a strong need to turn intellectual output into economic competitiveness. 
One of the possible strategic levels is to facilitate the creation of new innovative companies with the potential to 
promote and support the creation and marketing of knowledge. In this respect, a number of structural reforms may 
be envisaged. One of these is the development of a research base to focus on those sectors where Romania is already 
proving competitive at international level and where there is potential to attract relevant investments. On another 
level, but still related to the previous one, it is necessary to start building an entrepreneurship culture, to support 
disseminate the results of research & innovation result throughout the economy. 
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